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. at the state level were investigated, as well as how federal i tiatives ﬁd

‘ coordination increases or declines, do servi !

INTRODUCTION/RESEARCH ISSUES

education agency activities to coordinate programs foixchildren And youth.

The incentives and disincentives to coordination and interagenc ‘cooperation

44‘%%

3

and recent figcal strainf affected these activities. Based on{a review of
] By

the theoretical and research literature on coordination and. fiscal stress,

a number of questions and hypotheses were developed. The resgarch effort
e ) :
and data collection focused on.the‘éollowing questions. Fir t, how much

. {

coordination currently exista?~ Aép there any state level vaiiables that

i .

. =

explain differences between states in themextent to which the SEA works
F ~;
with other agencies, or in the extent to which state and fe d eral programs

a i

‘\
are coordinated? sécond, does the level of | \resources have impact on

s
I 1

the aﬁount oflfyordination taking place? Does coordination‘decline or

»
|
! .

diminish when funds Hre cut? Does SEA behavior in responsewto cuts parallel
S 4 ]
. V
that predicted from model’(gf general purpose governments responses to fiscal
M 5
stress? A third.major quesc*on is what 1is the lotBl impact of coordination?

Does administratije ooord?nation at thelstate‘?evel impinge on school

teragency agreements? When
\‘ ®

' 1
'schange or is the impact

district operations, are they aware of stateg

¢
,v

forms-—and not in the classroom? To guide the research the following
/

hypotheifs‘were suggested by our synthesisﬁof the theoretical and conceptual
: ! g

s i ¥ "}

literature™ i )

b
4

’ LY -
1. The bureaucratic isolation of the stateyeducation agency

parallels its political separation. N




‘ ° _ 7‘\ > ‘,
A barrier to coordination has been the well-developed
ideology and entrenched political processes that have
separated educational government from general government.
The separate election of state superintendents of educa- -
tion, for example, frequently means these incumbents are

not attuné&d to bureaucratic politics within the executive

agencies. The SEA 1s consequently isolated from the larger

social policy group in the state.

AR

Very little coordination exists that requires interagency
agreements. ,
LT ,;.\ ’ .
Existing “interagency cooraingtgon is almost always a result
of federal requirements or special demonstration projects

rathertthen-originating out of ongoing operations.

Without extra funds or increasing funds, coordination and . Lo
interagency agreements fall apart.

Coordinacion is basically an administrative vehicle for
the allocatﬂz? of resources. ‘

The funding sources and mix of these sources i1s less
important to coordination than whether the level of
resources 1s going up or down. |
As education funds decline, coordination among programs ° S .,
within education will decline, while efforts may be made )
to 1ncrease interagency coordination as part of burden-

shifting strategies. -

When cuts in the budgets of functipnal :agencies other than
education are more sévere (or their budgets decline and
education doesn't), then programs for services in the
schools will be cut by these agencies first.

Interagency agreements’ ‘will'be terminated because these
programs do not serve the main clients hnd are regarded as
ancillary both by other agencies and the SEAs.
!
Where coordination exists among programs within education,
resource, declines may have less impact on services.
", !

\ >

Coordinated programs may protect se%viCes. but this will
depefd ‘on whether both federal and" state revenues are

declining. T

R j -
Where all programs within education arP cut equally, therg . “ -
will be an ‘incentive to continue coordination so that f
savings can be shared. ; N\

Where programs receive Q}fferential cﬁts, the incentives ‘_ |
will favor competition. :




11. Much of the coordinative actiVity at the SEA level has
* little impact on service delive y. within department
coerdination is frequently aqministrative with no attempt
to change service delivery patterns within school districts;
. interagency relationships result in transferring functions
. 8o that it is not perceived as coordination at the local

level. b ) B

&

-12. Local sehoolldistricas seldom take the initiative in-.
coordination: within education, various special program
requirements are .gseen as state and/or federal responsi-

. bilities, whilé with respect to other service ageicies,

these programs are usually not locally administered.

. In order to explore the first question of the extent of current coordi-
nation efforts, a review of information trOm”all fifey etgtes was undertaker.
e/basic.data collection strategy to explore the other questions and
| ¢ ;
hypotheses described above waeyégmparative case studies. While hypotheses

couhd not be fully specified and tested, the systematic comparison of four-

!
I -

cageg allowed ug to examine key variables ahdyrelationships identified by

o N S .
the research design. At the same time, the case studies provided the flexi-~
bilit& to etﬁlore new factors and alternative explanations. The primary
~source of information for' the case gtudies was the data gateered,from inten-
sive interviews with ke} actors in each of the four states.

With only four cases, complicated sélection procedures wereinot called
for. We selected sites that would provide variation Qn the’ extent of coordi-
nation within education and between education and other service areas. Other

»
charagteristfts that we attempted to vary among the sites included the exis-
tence of a generai interagency éoordinating\unit, size of student population,
;election method for CSSO, fiscal measures, and two indices of educational
poliey—making—centralization and innovation. The four sites selected on
these baees were Pennsylvania, Colorado, California, end Washington. The

rest of this report summarizes the fihdings from these four cases and

. presents conclusions about state education agency coordination efforts.

N
. - O




SUMMARY

Piscal Conditions

As is true for the country as a wholg; the fisca% conditions in the

»

our case study states--Pensylvania, Colorado, Washington and California--
have not been good, although considerable variation emerged among the four

sites. Washington is at ome extreme; .a severe recession in the basic indus-

. !
# »

tries on which the state depends has led to major shortfalls in state
revenues and a %top;;ed 8.2% further reduction across-the-board invdepart:
‘mentalu_pudget/;,j California, for the fi;st time, has begun to experience
similar if less severe fiscal comstraints. In the current fiscal year,
state spending increased by a very small ;hount (43%) and agency operating
Ludgets were actually cut by 22. In Pennyslvania, unused surplus‘funds were
still available to balance the state budget. State agency budget increases
were not, however, sufficient to keep pace with inflation. é;en'ln Colorado,
where increases averaged 3-5Z and an overall budget surplus existed, state
agencies felt a fiscal pinch because of expenditure limit legislation and
ri;ing inflation.

If we %OOk specifically at education funding, however, a somewhat

A}
dtfferent picture presents itself, particularly as compared with other human

services involved in coordinative efforts. 1In all four states, as is true
gener#tly, education receives the lion's share of state own source revenues/
general fund budgets. Elementary and secondary education alone comprised

312 (Californié) to"432 (Colorado) of state expenditures, while all other

social and health services combined seldom reached as high as 1/3 of the
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lorado. Washington was the only

state in which there was an absolute cut in education aid however it{was

reduced only 2% while other departments experienced reductions over 102 in

some cases. Washington also combined a variety of state categorical educa-

tion programs into a single state block and' .reduced the overall total some-

what. However, state gpending for special education was up more than 15%.
Thus there has been a condiderable contrast between the impact of fiscal
conﬂitions on eduéation/and other human services. California proVides some-

“ -

’thing of a contrast. Both Proposition 13 and the state bailout measures-had
. resulted in greater state expenditures&in virtually every human serwices
area with atate education spentiing 1ncreasing even more than others because
of school finance reform. However, in the current fiscal year, education
:vreceiqed a smaller increasetin appropriations than other health and welfare
programs. Yet within’educatiOn, state compengatory program funding jincreased
by a sizeable amount (12%) and special educntion also increased.  In both
Colorado’and Pennsylvania there were fewer differences between departments;
~in bot; states, education expenditures rose by about 5% overall with other
Mdepartments increasing slightly less. 1In both states, the general perdeptiOn "
‘fwas that all human services agencies shared equally in the fiscal crunch,
although special-education did stand out in these states as well, receiving
a greater'increase than the overall average. .
The four states also variedwa great deal on the extent‘to which the

state shoulders the burden for the total costs of elementary/secondary

education. While all four share a commitment to at least the rhetoric of




local control, there was a big‘difference in the peréentage of-total K-12
revenues from state sources. °In Colorado and Pennsylvahia, the state share

is less than half--approximately 42% 1in Colorado, 402 1n Pennsylvania In J

M «

-

both"ﬂ;shington and Ca&ifornia, on the other hand, achool finance reform

éases and other issues:have led to the state assuming most Qf the total

costs;-762 in Washington and 79% in California. VIt should be noted, however,

that the gstate share of total expenditures appears to have little relation-

’

ship to the proportional size of thé state education bureaucracy. SEA size

appears to be much.more a function of overall state population with very

small staff in Colorado and Washington and a much larger administrative

organization in California -and Pennsylvania.

Coordination Among Education Programs

-

>

- Of the four states.studiéd, only California has put major emphasis on
i%ternal coordination. However, each ofnthe other fhree state departme;ts
of education ha;é;ﬁsde some efforts in this direction. Genérally, internal
coordination among educatiég progra&s is usually linked to school improvement
a;d/or general ‘planning processes at the local district 6; individual school
. ievel. State agency staff gctivitieg emphasize Lechnica{_assistance effor:s “
to smooth the way. 1In California, the effort 1848 major one,<involving an
entire division of state staff (Consolidated Programs) that reviews local
diétrict:and individual échool plans, provides feedback and conducts ;ite
visits to review progress--all in an effort to provide a context and proce-
_dures for cooréi?ation at the local level. In Colorado, the focus has been
on encouraging the }ntegration of a few pr;grams a; the local level throygh
the School Improvement planning process. Educational program coordination

has also been encouraged at the district level in Washington and Pennsylvhnia,

but in both states the SEA has made less effort to establish specific




p;ocedures or develop a framework or mechanisms within whiéh the program .

‘cborA1nation might be accomplished. The state role has been focused
primarily on regulatory issues and clarifying particular regulations if

~loéala chose to coordinate separate categorical programs. Th;s, for example,
the Washington Department of Public Imstruction developed a set of policies

| to deal with the "interface" between separate catego;iéal programs, while '

Pennsylvania's Office of Policy Management performs a "central clearance"
function. for separate program regulationé review. In none of .the four B
states has mu;h effort oeroncern been directed to formal commsnications

‘mechanisms among program units at the state level. Even in the case of the
two major federal categorical programs--P.L. 94-142 funds for education of
the handicapped and Title I funds for compensatory education, few relation-

sgips have been formalized atothe state lgvel. Although there is a potén-
tial for service and client overlap; this has not been a major issue im any
of the four states. In each, some effort gad been made to c%arify the eligi-
bility of students }or each program's sgrvices and under wh;; conditions

_students could be served by bdth; but beyond this clarification of responsi-
bilities, ongoing, joint activities were not considered by progfam staff at
the state levél. “ ok .

Three of the four states in our study have also taken some steps in the
direction of consolidation of state categorical funds, as perhaps an alter-

' native tp or further step in integrating programs at the local level.
Pennsylvania has never emphasized categorical funding and recently elimi-
'nated the urban aid factor in its basic aid formula which had provided’addi-
tional funds to the Philadelphia school district for'combensatory programs. .

California has passed lqgisiation that allows the complete integration of

eleven sources of funds at the school level, .including the waiver of various

R 4




requirenents for advisory cquncils and separate accounting procedures. ‘In
Washington, the state actually transformed a variety of formerly categorical

state ptograms into a state block for "special needs" children, gllowing | i 1
klocal 3chool districts Lo decide which programs to fund an approach very
similar to the new federal block--Chapter Tvo.

As might have been expaated, the main difficulty these four states
encountered in adjusting to the new federal consolidated programs was with
i the elimination of ESAA, which provided large amounts of money to a few
‘ districts. In two of the four Stares, an effort was made to provide some

special relief to former ESAA districts. Washington provided a ;pecial
set-aside for desegregating districts and California used a 'special formula
to phase out ESAA funding over a two year period. Because the federal

- legislation made it clear that states could not specify how districts allo-

cated the funds among programs, states were able to divert or deflect

special interests from any strenuous lobbying efforts at the state level.

Interagency Coordination
The four case atudp states provided illustrations of different types of
formal human services policy coordinating bodies. Pennsylvania and Colorado
have similar mechanisms, really aubcabinet groups, formed by the respective
; ‘Governors to bring the human services agencies together. These committees
have functioned less to develop joint activities and shared actions than to
provide a farum for commuaitations with and access to the Governor. 1Im both
) states, wgere the'state.education departient was involved in interagenéy
agreements, théae'shared'efforts arose independent from the formal body. Im
Pennsylvania, the Human Resources Commission acted as an information--shar-
.

' ing forum and to some extent, a PR mechanism for the Governor, The Colorado

Council did serve as a means for the Governor's initiation of policy
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proposals thq; covered more than two agencieé. . The four éases do make g;g;r .
that these formal groups only work when the Governor’is involved and where
multi:;bncy‘concerns are at stake. Thé expgfiences in California, at 1e§st,
point in this dire;tiqn. Without tbﬁvexéc;tive‘branch”1nvofbement the 111-
fated “Master Plan" aﬁ;‘eVen the 1egislﬁt1Je1y mandated coordination func-
tion of the Governor's glanning,office h;ve had\little effect.

The general enthueigsm for 1nferageﬁcy efforts a1;0'var1ed considerably
among the four cases. Pennsylvania state eduéation personnel tendediho view
coordination activities as a burden rather than an opportuhity. while 1in
Washington it seemed somewhat irrelevant giyen the extent to which actual
arrangements were left up to local school districts. Colorado's Superinten-
dent and most staff appeared'to be unusual in their enthusiastic suppoft for
" and initiatives to develop joint activities wiéh other human service aéen-

e

cies. California, in turn, reflected all of these perspectives, depending

on whichgprogramé{agenciea and education staff were 1nvolvéd.
Three txﬁés of interagency agreements oc;;rred in the four cases:
1) agreem;nts about progra;'standards-;promises to adopt common criteria fo£
providing services; 2) agreements about the alloc;tion of resources; apd
3) process and activity agregments--promises about uniform prdcesses, forms
and activities by agencies. By far the most common were agreements:about
standards and delineation of program criteria and responsibilities. In all
four states, the most brevalené area for interagency agréementa was issues
related to the services provided to handicapped children. The 1m?etus for
these activities was the federal mandate to education in P.L. 94-142 and the
vrélnged push from the federhlvievél for interagency agreements. Theseﬂ&greé-

‘'ments concerning special education tended to be of two types--those that

&1v1ded up the responsibilities by clarifying which agency provided services

i
~
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and which determined eligibility and those that specifiéd .a change in fiscal
I,

"responsibilities. As might have been expected because of the P. L. 94-142 :

’

mandate, some efforts‘to shift all the fiscal burden for certaih{services to

the education agency did take place.\ In these situations, negotiating agree-~

'ments tended to be more difficult Ih both Pennsylvania and California,
) <N

special edbcation directors felt the federal legislation placed serious

burders on eduéation and rade the process of developing interagency agree-
ments more difﬁicult They felt that placing the legal responsibility with

-

the education system allowed other agencies an opportunity ‘to unfairly

)

*

abandon theirnown fiscal and service responsibilities ~Interestingly, these

i

are also the two larger states that tended to have more traditional and

L

bureaucratic patterns-of relations s among stdte-level agenc1es Apparently,

the federal legislation was less of ‘a- burden for developing interagency

agreements related to spccial education in Colorado and Washington “ These .

two states illustrate two other patterns for spécial education coordination
.:activities In Coloradd, theastate staff has actdyely?soughthout other
;ﬂlagencies,and been w1lling tg aSSume more bf the costs in order to go beyond
'ya clarification of standards to the4development of joint activities and
services. Washington, on the ot ‘m hand‘!spelled ou; little ,at the state
level but assumed fiscal responsibilities and allowed individual local

districts to establish their own agreements and arrangements for services

to handicapped children

The other substantive policy areas in’which interagency coordination

efforts took place varied across the four states. Some agreements with the
state health authorities seemed to be commonplaee, usually because the health
department needed :to ude the school System to achieve health-related goals.

- % K

The education agency did take the initiative in two of.the states when public

£

- e . ! - PR ! y -
waer oo o
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“P’atténtiQn focused'on a particular”issue--teenage drug and ﬁlcoﬁbl\abusefand . .
N ) . » . B ] o . ~' . ] .
prevention programs im the;schools...Prior'to'the public outcry, however,

- neither state education.agency had plaged much priority on Cooperation with

_health departments to ptomote such programs. . . "
- o " . .

HYPOTHESES REVISITED

This section reviews some of the hypotheses with which we began this °

reSearch and suggests relisions or expansions based on the case study
!

“analyses. The first hypothesis suggested that the separate election of

S ra—
.

chief state school officers and their resulting political isolatidn contri-
buted to the difficultiés;ofleducatioh agencies ‘in coordinating with;other'
state human services prqgrams. The 1nitial'telephone survey‘foundino,rela-
.tionship between'meghod of selection of]the CSS0 and interagency activity i pi
and this seems confirmed by the casé’studies California does provide an
.example where the independence of the Superintendent apparently made it more °
difficult to work with other human services agencies, particularly in rela-
tions with the state legislature. Yet, even in California, legislative
) coalitions could be achieved as was evidenced by the coordinating committee
On-youth employment initiated hy vocational education. Itﬂ%ppeared from the
California experiences that the independence of the SEA.made negotiation of
linteragency agreements that reallocated resources particularly difficult.
Because education did not come within therpurview of the Governor's financial

control, these fiscal issues frequently got taken to the legislative arena

for resolution. On the other hand, Washington provided on opposite example,

The Superintendent‘is separately elected; nevertheless, the SEA has worked

closely with the Department of Social and Health Services, and even, in a
recent instance, developed a joint position on'legislation concerniﬁg the
J , V

. " N ,
operation of state schools and each department's respective fiscal
P {

¢




responsibility. : | _ e <

Perhaps one of the patterns that emerges'concerns less the gdeparation

~

of- education within the executive branch and more the impact of executive/ -~

o~ legislative branch splits on’coordination efforts among state agencies. In

Colorado, for example, there was a Democratic Governor and Republican legis-

. . ..

lature, and even though the Superintendent of Educatiorn was separately

v
1

" appointed by the state board,.the-need to develop a common front in facing

a hostile legislature was a strong impetus‘for joint Eéfarts and agreements

4

between the SEA and other state agencies -
Another related hypothesis was that the impetus for coordination was

more likely to be found in external pressures, federal requiremends or regu-

. lations and/or speciallﬁundS«for coordination, rather than in every day

~ . v '
operations. This did seem to be the case in the four states we studied.

However, another ekternal motivation was present int

-
[

" three of the four cases. |

12

In these states, the -state legislature 1nitiated coordination efforts, and
pushed state agencies -to work ‘together because of concerns about rising costs.’

. TIn Colorado and California; the escalating costs of special education and

—

the legislature S worry, that handicapped children vere belng counted twice

for services received once provided ‘an impetus for agency agreements‘gn

fiscal and service responsibilities. In Washington, a similar example was
P .
Vthe*legislature s pgoposals with respect to the operation of state schools

for the Blind and Deaf) Another external impetus that sometimes brought

agencies together was public concern about some problem in the schools, such

as teenage drug and alcohol abuse. In Colorado. and Pennsylvania, this

pushed the SEA into initiating interagency efforts that had previpusly .
languished fgr lack of interest. Where coordination has arisep out of on-

going operations,'it appeared that other human services agencies were more




”likely to initiate efforts than the education bureaucracy. The pattern was
E

f illustrated by the typical relationships between health agencies ’and the SEA,

/ . ST

in mmst of the cases, the health department needed to .work through the school - Y
system to accomplish its objectives and prqvided funds and most of - the effort, N .
with'education permitting activities and prdviding support.

A series of hypotheses developed from the literature reviews.were
related to the impact of che level of resources and fiscal situation of agen-
cles on‘interagencyvcoord}nation‘ ho clear cut pattern with respect to this T
issue emerged from the case‘étudies. We did find thaﬁ‘perceptions about
other agencies funding had more relevance than actual dollar amounts or
‘proportional cuts or increases Overall education was not feeling a serious ‘

4 ' i
k'pinch in any of the four states, despite major shortfalls in two of the four. !
On ‘the other hand, education was not funded significantly differently than -
other human services functions in any state except Washington.~ In Washingtonm, . -
other agencies were cutback much more, yet ongoing coordinative relationships
continued. o S ;

Relative funding levels seemed to be ap:important factor in only omne
area--special education and related servic:s. Special education costsnhave ‘ ”‘.
been growing at a greater rate than most other education programs or other
human servikces agency budgets. That fact combined with federal 1egis1ation . p
which gave the legal responsibility to the education system to provide )
services to handicapped children did result in other agency efforts to shift
the cdsty and frequently even service provision responsibilities to the

schools, making coordination more difficult. This was, however, to a consid- /ﬁa\S

erable extent,:counteractedlby the growing concern within state Iegislatures ' )

to stem the'%ide of increasing costs for the handicapped. As noted above,

this led to legislative pressure on agencies to reach agreements on fiscal

9
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and'aervice responsibilities. It is 1nteresting to note. however, that the
two states where Special education unit felt the federal mandate had created

‘%F efforts to shift Burdens were also

serious problems because of other agenci

the two states (Pennsylvania and Califoz a) where special education funding ?
!

was not rising significantly faster‘;han»education or other human services

’generally q“ , ) g S ’ S : SR
4 o “ T e
In the fohrfstatés we studied, whether special education ‘'or other '

.
~. A -
-y é

program areas were inVolved interagency agreements have ;not been administra-

tlve vehicles for the* allocation of resources mas we originally suggested.g:

t"

Funding issues are the most difficul: to resolve and were frequently ignored.

Instead, the most common pattern was for interagency agreements to present% i
&

gpecific and careful descgiptions of each agency s separate responsibilities,

[} 4
to avoid getting in each others' way. -Coordination vas~quite often viewed

as a way to resolve problems of interference in each other's openationsh-nq

problems,’no effortsutp coordinateﬂor interagency agreéments. Interagency
coordination that actuafiylestghlished shared procedures and jointoactivitfes
+ - ’ ‘m . i . o : s *

g,

was very rare.
A somewhat different picture prevailed with respectto coordination anong

programs within the education arena. Where such efforts existed they seemed
. v 8 -

to be mmtivated by a genuine concern for increasing the quality of services
-

4

and improving the use of existing resources. SEA efforts were directed

‘

towards allowing local districts and-even individdgl schogls to integrgte

programs in order to improve the entire educational offering This hs Just
the opposite of the focus‘on separateUresponsibilities and functions in the
interagency area. California anddWaséington had made the most extensive

efforts in this direction. In Califoinia, fiscal f;sues were kept totally !

separdte from program coordination’ within the Consolidated Programs division.
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The next step, to merge funding streams, was recently also establi hed as -an
op'tion in Cal. rnia. A”'l'his_ consolidat f€h was accomplished statede in :
Washington with the paésage of a state block grantyfor "special needs"
‘children. in both cases, integrationfor consolidation efforts encompassed

+

state categorical prograns only. 1In Colorado, some sdqcess had been achieved
in coo?dinating several small federal £undin§'sourcea, but in this case.

'state progéﬁms were'notrincluded. This may not be‘aurprising, but 1t
certainly reconfirms the view that federai program requirenents freduently
make joint effortstdifficnit to accomplian. . Even in California, where Title |
I. was.included in the consolidated prograns, federal regulétions necessitated |
keeping accounting procedures, advisory groups and reporting procedures

separated.

;In the originaI 1ist“offhypocheses, a final seri‘e were rekgted to the
- .

'nature ‘of state agency vs. local school district roles in coordination

w%z‘fforts. While the case study investigations did not focus on local school

“ -

district operations, the research did provide some information on local I

“

1n1tiatives with other agencies anduthe impact of state interagency‘agree-
. ? . 1 . o

ments on local scyools. The patterns“in;the four cases c1ear1y’4'g§e§t that

L e

real coordination must be locally arranged. That is, interagency agreements

developed at the state level cannot usually spell out the details for ‘shared

3

-

activities and processes. The SEA role in thiSﬂtYPe of coordination was to
establish a framework for joint activities through the interagency agreements
worked out at the statke level. The SEA's in the four states varied widely

in thezextent of their efforts to establiah uniform mechanisms through which

’ ® . R .
"local districts’ could pursue coordination. Thesge ranged from the elaborate

procedures in Colorado, including statewide\neetings of local staff from

education and other human services agencies, to Washington's laissez faire

T
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approach, where no procedures were'épecifiedfand local districts -allowed to
work out artangéments on their own with locai institutions and other'setv%ce
pf&viders within their boundaries. The four states also varied in the extent
t; which other human services égenqies had some degree of local independence.
Even within one state, the organizationél structure might vary between Ehild

welfége and mental health, with one county-administered and another program -

state-administered, so that no single pattern emerged for all éerviceQ§ 'The

overall impression, however, was that while states can effeétively serve to

&

assist and facilitate interagency coordination, it has to be implemented at

the locaaylevel. yS;ate variaﬁisp may not be relevant for examining patteths

of interagenc& coordination given the variation within states among local

[

: 4
school districts and between the administratiive hierachies of different

human services_agencies. ‘

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS ‘ ’ (ﬁ\

, . |

This study began with a focus on three research questions:

o How much coordination durrently exists? | -
. |
] : ; , . t .
o Does the level of resources have an impacq on the amount of
coordination taking place?
o

What is the locals impact of state coordina;iOn efforts?
As we have éeen;-across the fifty states, very little coordination ex}sts

between education and other state agencies providing human services. Coordi-

-

T .
nhtio%‘efforts among programs within education agetcies alsb appear to be

miniqql. qEvéh in the four case gtudy states gelected because of their coor-
L ‘

Binaﬁion‘activities, less was going on than might have been expected. In

I

some states, their small size enabled them to communicate informally, so that

[

the lack of formal agreements was somewhat deceiving. In the larger states,

coordination appeared to be more difficult to accomplish at all. To a

ﬂ
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Aconaiderable extent, the picture is of state education agencies that remain

isolat%d from the politics of the social policy arena and seldom build a

united front with other human services agencies.

The second question"proved difficult to answer because of the lack of

fiscal stress felt by state education agene}es, even in states such as’

) .
Washington and California where the general state financial picture was

ouite bleakg‘\ﬂouever, it would appear that tﬁﬁ 1eve1 of resources alone

“was not a sufficient guide to-the behavior of agencies involved in goordi-
- | SIS -

N .

netion efforts. In none of the four cases fid declining resources pro;ide
a spur to agency initiatives for coordination. On the other’hand,‘overall
revenue shortfails end concerns about escalating costs did provide the
A .
impetus for state legislatures to push agencies in the direction'of greater
&*;coordination. The fiscal stress'models remain more appropriaté for examin-

ing i&e responsgs.of genefal purpose units of government than of bureaucratic

) . v - :
units. It did appear that efforts to cut joint programs or activities or to

o

-gshift costs or services to other agencies were less common than might have
been anticipateds even in the gpecial eQuc&tion arena where other agencies
had a legal mandate to point to.v
Finally,'it seems clear that formal agreements at the state levell
regardless of their substance, do not determine the extent ‘of joint activi-
~. ‘ties at the local level.. Even in the two states where the major share of
funds came from state sources, state agencies could only set the stage for

.,

local coordination efforts, not speéify or determine its extent. The state
Vg .

_ department can, however, make a difference by theiamount of techpical assis- -
. » . ' '
) tance, guidance and general encouragement it provides to.local districts

in coordination efforts with other agencies SEAs can use interagency

- &
Qgreements to establish working relationships between local offices of social

e
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and health service agencies and local school districts: Where they do so,

the SEA efforts are likely to have an impact on local -operations. Where e

interagency agreements are developed at the state level with ltftle or no

follow-up or assistance to local districts, local schools may ndt even be

- -

aware of SEA efforts.
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